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Reply to Le Due Tho Messages 



At Tab I is a reply to the three Le Due Tho messags received since 
your last (January 25, 1974) message to him. 

Tho's most recent message of March 20, 1974 (Tab A) makes the 
following charges and demands: 

-- The U. S. continues to keep "a great number of additional U. S. 
military disguised as civilians 5 ' in South Vietnam in contravention of 
the Agreement and of the January 13, 1974 understanding. These should 

be withdrawn "without delay." 

-- The introduction of F5E's into South Vietnam is a "very serious 
violation of Article 7 and should be stopped immediately. " 

-- Thanks to the DRV side's "goodwill," recent prisoner exchanges 
have been carried out, and the remains of 23 U.S. pilots have been 
returned from North Vietnam. However, the GVN has returned only 
"a small part" of the 200,000 civilians and 15,000 "PRG" military it 
is detaining The "U.S. should fulfill its responsibility" with regard to 
the return ^f these prisoners. The GVN should also "put an immediate 
end" to the "inhumane" treatment of these prisoners. In addition, the 
GVN should permit the return of "third force" persons handed over to 
the PRG and should free the "tens of thousands of fighters for peace..." 
jailed since the Agreement was signed. 

A short message of February 18, 1974 (Tab B) charged us with maintainin 
and even reinforcing U.S. "military personnel under civilian clothes" in 

South Vietnam. 
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The most important feature of Tho's February 6, 1974 message (Tab C) 
was his rejection of your January 25, 1974 views on the essential elements 
of a stable cease-fire (see Tab D). Tho stuck to his December 20, 1973 
position that there must first be "a genuine cease-fire" before other 
questions (e. g. , delimitation of zones) could be discussed. Tho inferred 
that your position is part of a "tactical game," and he stated that your 
professed desire to lay the foundation for an enduring peace is "but empty 
talk." Other points raised in this message were: 

-- Alleged GVN delaying of prisoner exchanges (which have 
subsequently taken place); 

-- Cancellation of weekly liaison flights between Saigon and 
Hanoi (this problem has been resolved); 

-- U. S. violation of Article 7 through "illegal" introduction of 
war materiel into South Vietnam. Tho states that the description 
of U. S. personnel in your message of December 8, 1973 (at Tab E) 
is "utterly unacceptable to me." 

Your reply at Tab I: 

-- Refers back to your December 8, 1973 statement (Tab E) on U. S. 
personnel and notes the illegal infiltration of NVA troops, 

-- States that F5E replacement for F5A*s is not contrary to Article 7 
and points to the DRV 1 s introduction of war materiel. 

-- Quotes statistics to show that the GVN has been more forthcoming 
than the DRV side in releasing prisoners and states that the U. S. is not 
responsible for the return of all prisoners captured by our side. 

-- Regrets lack of cooperation by the other side in respect to 
repatriating remains of U. S. personnel from Communist controlled 
areas in the South and to accounting for MLA's, but expresses appreciation 
for the return of U. S. remains from North Vietnam. 

-- Expresses disappointment at Tho’s response to your January 25, 
1974 views on a stable cease-fire (see Tab D). 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That the message at T ab I be sent to Le Due Tho. 
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TO: 


FROM: 


le duc tho 

HENRY A. KISSINGER 


r polv to vour recent messages. 

I take this occasion to reply Y 

While I have already answered some of the points raised in you 
messages, I will address them again 


as well as the new questions 


you have posed. 


* 

V f tt S military oersonnel disguised as 
Your charges about U.S. military . 

, • message of December 8, 1973. I 

civilians were answered in my messa 0 

• there is no need to add further 

have looked into the matter again, 

to the answer I have already given you. The charges are not correct. 

I must tell you that I also find it difficult to understand that you should 
rai se this issue when your side has already illegally seat into South 
Vietnam well over 100, 000 troops and when it continues to bring in 

thousands more each month in disregard o£ Article 7. 

I also find it difficult to understand how you can justify your protest 

against the 11. S. for replacing PSA aircraft with F 5E 's on a one for one 

basis. The FoA is no longer manufactured and must of necessity be 

, . f fh e same type. This is in compliance 

replaced by the next model of the sa yp 

with Article 7. In this regard, I was surprised by your reference to 

Article 7 violations, in the light of your side's introduction of vast 

.. * and war materiel into South 
quantities of new armaments, mumtio 


Vietnam. 
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It is regrettable that you are using this channel to reiterate the 

same baseless charges widely disseminated by your news media with 
regard to the release and exchange of prisoners. The record clearly 
shows that the Government of the Republic of Vietnam has been far 


more 


forthcoming in releasing both military and civilian prisoners 


than has your side. As you well know, the Republic 'of South Vietnam has 
released 26, 880 military personnel and 5,081 civilians. In contrast, your 

to 

side has returned only 5, 336 military personnel out of a total of 31, 981 

• ' . 

reported as missing and presumed captured and only 637 out of 70,892 
captured civilians. 

» * 

I am struck by the fact' that your side has provided no evidence 
whatsoever to substantiate your charges on the number of detainees 

held bv the Reoublic of Vietnam. I am also struck by your side's refusal 
• — 

% 

to accept proposals by the Republic of Vietnam for mutual Red Cross 
inspections of prison facilities. Again, your position on this issue 


raises doubts about the seriousness of your charges. 

I also cannot accept your statement that the United States must 
accept responsibility for the return of all captured and detained 
personnel. Our delegation to the Four Party Joint Military Team 
has correctly and repeatedly pointed out that all parties must bear 
equal legal and moral responsibilities inherent in Article 8 (b). 
Within this context, the United States has exercised its right to 
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its equal responsibilities in c -ordination with the Republic.^ Vietnam. 
As you know this procedure has produced a number of concrete 
results, including the release of all prisoners of war captured by • 

U.S. forces and the forwarding of information on a number of personnel 
from your side who were killed in action, died in captivity or who are 

listed as missing. In contrast, I deeply regret that your side has. 


listed as missing 


failed to reply to three requests for information on Republic of Vietnam 
personnel who reportedly died in captivity. I am also deeply troubled 
by your side's refusal to allow repatriation of the remains of U.S. 
personnel who died in captivity in areas claimed to be controlled by 
your side in the South. I am similarly distressed by your total failure to 
account for any U.S. personnel reported as missing in action in these 


areas. Matters 


such as these must be settled if we are to have any 


nfidence that a basis for cooperation can be found. 

The United States does, however, appreciate the return of the 
remains of 23 U.S. personnel who died in North Vietnam. We hope that 


this signals your side's intention to fulfill its obligations under Article 8 
(b) of the Agreement on missing-in-action accountability. 

With respect to a cease-fire, I was most disappointed in your 
February 6. 1974 response to my views on this fundamental matter. 

I still remain convinced that a stable cease-fire can only be reached 
after the Vietnamese parties have agreed on the essential elements 
which I outlined in my January 25. 1974 message. I hope it will be 
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ible for your side to consider these e 


lements in the positive 


spirit in w 


•hich we offered them 


tive 





